REMARKS 

It is respectfully requested that the pending claims in this Request for Consideration, as 
amended, be reconsidered and be allowed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U,S.C, S 102 

Overview of Wood '007: The Wood '007 reference does not anticipate or render 
obvious the claimed invention. Wood '007 operates as follows. When a particular card 
combination (four flush cards or a four card straight) randomly occurs in an initial deal of five 
cards to a player in a first screen, the video poker game alerts the player (by highlighting or 
flashing the four cards) in the first screen. The video poker game then offers the player an 
opportunity either to continue play of the conventional card game in the first screen or go to a 
second screen where a wheel spins to select one, in the case of four flush cards, of nine 
remaining flush cards. 

Overview of Independent Claims 1 and 17: Claim 1 recites: 

"each displayed hint providing information to the player concerning at least one of 
the plurality of possible player inputs for its randomly selected decision-making 
round to increase the player's expected return." 

Claim 1 7 recites: 

"said displayed at least one hint providing information to the player conceming at 
least one of a plurality of possible player inputs so as to affect 'the instantaneous 
value the player receives ...'" 

The claimed invention is illustrated in Figures 4 and 6 of the specification. 

The Rejection: The rejection of claims 1-13, 17 and 19-26 states, in part, that the Wood 

'007 "alert" (highlighfing) is the claimed "displaying of at least one hint." The Rejection further 

states that the Wood "alert" provides: 

"infomnation to the player conceming at least one of the plurality of player inputs 
(The player is given the choice of whether or not to take automatically the fifth 
card which will complete the flush as a flve card flush)." 

The Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Rejection as the specification of the present 
invention defines the word "hint": "to contain informafion for the player to increase the 
instantaneous value for the game round so that the player chooses properly or more properly 
from the possible inputs (page 11, lines 8-12 of the specification). It is respectfully maintained 
that the "alert" of Wood '007 is not the claimed "hint." When, an "alert" occurs in Wood '007. the 
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player is "offered the opportunity" to "automatically receive" a random fifth card from the same 
suit (or to complete a five card straight) (column 3, lines 34-35). An "offered opportunity" that 
automatically guarantees a flush payout is not a "hint." And, the Wood "alert" contains no 
infomiation whatsoever for the player to properly choose a player input (i.e., to spin or to play 
conventionally). 

The Wood '007 "alert" is not a "hint," but a game play "choice" to let the video poker 
game complete a flush (or a straight) by spinning a wheel to select one of nine remaining flush 
cards or to continue conventional play. The Wood '007 "alert" provides NO infonnation to the 
player on how to choose properly between selecting the spin or continuing conventional play so 
as to increase player expected value. 

Amendments to Independent Claims 1 and 17: Independent claims 1 and 17 have 
been amended to recite that the claimed hint is provided from the set of "written or stated 
infomiation." Support is found in Figures 4 and 6 and throughout the specification such as at 
page 13, lines 16-24. Wood '007 has no disclosure, suggestion, or inference of its "alert" 
providing any "written or stated infonnation." These amendments place independent claims 1 
and 17 and their con-esponding dependent claims patentably distinct over Wood '007 and 
allowance of these claims is respectfully requested. 

Wood's Own Examples: Two examples in Wood '007 at column 7, lines 1-9 fully shows 
that Wood not only does not anticipate or render obvious the present invention. 

In the first example, the player receives a random initial deal of five cards: {A(h), (h), (h), 
(h), A(s)} which includes two aces and four flush cards. Wood '007 "alerts" the player that the 
player has a four heart flush. The Wood player is offered the opportunity to automatically 
receive a randomly selected fifth heart card for the A(s) card by pressing the spin button or to 
continue conventional play. No "hint" providing "written or stated infonnation" exists in this 
Wood "alerf as to which choice results in a higher player expectation. If the player chooses to 
continue conventional play (as Wood '007 discusses so as to draw two additional aces for the 
higher four ace payofQ, then the player holds {A(h), A(s)} and discards the other three cards. At 
this stage in the Wood '007 method. Wood teaches that the player chooses to seek a higher 
"potential payoff" than that offered by the spin. The player chooses to do this on his own as no 
hint containing "written or stated infonnation" is provided by the game to the player in the "alert." 



It is not clear to the Wood player in the above example which decision (spin or conventional 
play) yields a "higher player expectation" as claimed. 

In the second example, the player receives a random initial deal of five cards: {A(h), K(h), 
Q(h), 3(h), 2(s)}. Wood '007 "alerts" the player that the player has a four heart flush. The player 
is offered the opportunity to automatically receive a randomly selected fifth heart card for the 
2(s) card by pressing the spin button or to continue conventional play. No "hint" containing 
"written or stated infonnation" exists in this "alert" as to which choice results in higher player 
expectation. If the player decides to continue conventional play (as Wood '007 discusses so as 
to draw the J(h) and 10(h) for the higher Royal Flush payoff), then the player holds {A(h), K(h), 
Q(h)} and discards the other two cards. At this stage in the Wood '007 method, Wood teaches 
that the player voluntarily chooses to seek a higher player "potential payofT' based on no 
infonnation "written or stated" in the alert. 

These two examples are contrary to the claimed invention in independent claims 1 and 
17 where the player following the hint providing written or stated information "increases the 
player's expected return." 

At column 7, lines 18-21, Wood '007 states, after presenting the above two examples: 
"By allowing the player to decide whether to proceed to the second screen and to spin the wheel 
70 when he is eligible to do so, this decision contributes to the skill aspect of the method of play 
(emphasis added)." The Wood player "decides"— whether to go for the "automatic flush win" by 
spinning or for a higher conventional play win? No infomnation is provided in the alert that is of 
any benefit to the player. In the claimed invention, the player by "following" the information in 
the hint increases his expected return. 

Dependent Claims: In regards to claims 2-4, as these depend from amended claim 1, 
these claims are patentably distinct for the reasons set forth above for claim 1. More 
importantly, in these claims when a knowledge-based question is asked, the hint provides 
written or stated infonnation to the player which infomris the player as to which answer is correct. 
Figure 4 of the specification shows a question with three possible answers: City in Nevada? 
Cheyenne, Denver, Reno. The hint: "Rhymes with Keno" directs the player to the con-ect 
answer "Reno." When the player selects Reno, the player wins. A poker hand is not a question. 
In Wood's own second example, the player is presented with {A(h), K(h), Q(h), 3(h), 2(s)}. No 
question is being asked in Wood. The Wood "alert" offers the player an opportunity, an 
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automatic win to receive one of nine heart cards, by pressing the spin button. The "alert" 
provides no hint having any infonmation which If followed Increases the player's expected return. 
If the Wood player spins to take the automatic win, the player statistically could have won more 
by holding {A(h), K(h), Q(h)} and hoping for the drawn {J(h), 10(h)}. Had the hope been 
realized, the player has a higher expected return. The Wood alert does not inform the player 
with information to choose so as to select a conrect decision to win more. Wood '007 does not 
anticipate, nor render obvious claims 2-3. 

Dependent claim 5 (from claim 1) is a claimed method feature not found in Wood '007. 
Wood has no teaching of eliminating one of the video poker combinations to the player. There 
is no discussion in the Rejection of this feature. Dependent claim 5 has been rewritten with 
unamended claim 1 into independent format and its allowance is respectfully requested. 

Dependent claim 6 (from claim 1 ) Is a claimed method feature not found in Wood '007. 
Wood has no teaching of providing percentage odds to the player. There is no discussion in 
the Rejection of this feature. Dependent claim 6 has been rewritten with unamended claimi 
to be In Independent fomnat and its allowance Is respectfully requested. 

In regards to dependent claims 7-10 and 12-13, these depend from amended claim 1 
and for the reasons discussed above are patentably distinct over Wood '007. 

Dependent claims 11 (from claim 1) and 21 (from claim 17) is a claimed method feature 
not found in Wood '007. Wood has no teaching of "a set time frame expires before receipt of 
the input." There is no discussion in the Rejection of this feature. Indeed, this feature is 
contrary to Wood '007 as it requires the "alert" to occur automatically when four flush cards are 
present. Dependent claims 11 and 21 have been rewritten to be in independent format with 
their respective unamended claims 1 and 17 and their allowance is respectfully requested. 

Dependent claims 19-20 and 23-24 depend from amended claim 17 and for reasons 
discussed above are patentably distinct over Wood '007. 

Dependent claim 22 (from claim 17) is a claimed method feature not found in Wood '007. 
Wood has no teaching of "preventing display of the at least one hint when the at least one 
player input is received." There is no discussion in the Rejection of this feature. Indeed, 
this feature is contrary to Wood '007 as it requires the alert to occur automatically when four 
flush cards are present. Dependent claim 22 has been rewritten with unamended claim 17 into 
independent format and its allowance is respectfully requested. 
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Dependent claim 25 (from claim 17) is a claimed method feature not found in Wood '007. 
Wood has no teaching of 'SA/hen the at least one received input is wrong" that as to what 
happens next. There is no discussion in the Rejection of this feature. Nor, does Wood '007 
give the player a second chance. Dependent claim 25 has been rewritten with unamended 
claim 17 into independent fomiat and its allowance is respectfully requested. 

Dependent claim 26 (from claim 17) is a claimed method feature not found in Wood '007. 
Wood has no teaching of "displaying a plurality of hint choices" and then letting the player select 
a hint choice. There is no discussion in the Rejection of this feature. Indeed, this feature is 
contrary to Wood '007 as Wood requires the single alert to occur automatically when four flush 
cards are present. Dependent claim 26 has been rewritten with unamended claim 17 into 
independent format and its allowance is respectfully requested. 

For the reasons set forth above, claims 1-13, 17 and 19-26 are not anticipated, nor 
rendered obvious by Wood '007. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. S 103 

Claims 14-16 depend from claim 1 and for the reasons set forth above, herein 
incorporated by reference, claims 14-16 are non-obvious. 

Fees 

The fees for the claims, as presently amended, have already been paid in the Made Final 
Response. If additional fees are required, please debit our Deposit Account No. 04-1414. 

Should you have any questions regarding the above, please feel free to give the below- 
listed attorney a call. 



Respectfully submitted, 



DORR, CARSON & BIRNEY, P.O. 





Robert C. Dorr 
Reg. No. 27,782 



501 South Cherry Street, Suite 800 
Denver, Colorado 80246 
(303) 333-3010 
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